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She Went to War: The Major Rhonda Cornum Story as told to Peter Copeland. Presidio Press.
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Preparing for Terrorism: An Emergency Services Guide. George Buck. Delmar Publ. Oct 1997. This
book is an excellent resource in gaining an understanding of the phenomenon of terrorism and
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prove most helpful.
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“Don’t Worry, Be Still: The Virtue of Nonchalance”
by John Garvey

Copyright Commonweal foundation. Reprinted by permission

An Orthodox bishop once told me that he receives people into the church only after they have
been made part of an Orthodox family’slife for ayear, allowed by the family to worship and share
meals and time with them freely. Thisis so that the person interested in entering the church can
observe Orthodoxy asit islived on adaily basis. “But,” hesaid, “| always make sure that the family
has been Orthodox for at least five years.”

| asked what the reason was for that limitation, and he answered, “ So that they will havelost all
their convert’s enthusiasm.”

A Trappist monastery | oncevisited hasaprogram which allows some gueststo participatein the
lives of the monks to a greater than usual degree, sharing their work and common worship.
Participants must stay for at least five days, however. The monk in charge told someone who asked
why aguest couldn’t stay a shorter length of time and still participate, “ They need to have enough
time to begin to be bored. Without that, you won't begin to understand monasticism.”

I”’m not surefive daysisenough timeto get bored with monastic life, but the principleisasound
one. Both of theseideas— waiting for “ convert enthusiasm” to die off, and seeing what’ sthere after
boredom — may offer away into understanding what the earliest monastic writers meant when they
spoke of “the fires of apatheia.”

Our word “apathy” doesn’t begin to convey theright senseof theword. A literal trandation—away,
or apart, from feeling or emotion — sounds a bit chilly, and so does a possible substitute, “detachment.”
Perhaps the difficulty with asimple definition liesin the fact that the experienceis distant from ordinary
consciousness, which many commentators (not all of them gnostics) have compared to drunkenness or
dreaming. Any attempt to bestill can show how themind jumpsfrominstant toinstant, scatteringinevery
direction but the moment you actually occupy. Memories of the past and worries or fantasies about the
future pull the attention away from the present. Simply to be, in the presence of God and others, is not
smpleat al. Stillnessis sometimes agift, but itisalso in part alearned thing.

Which brings us back to the examples at the start of this. What is wrong with a convert’'s
enthusiasm, or with finding the particulars of themonastic lifeintriguing? Nothing, of course; nor is
there anything wrong with enjoying a piece of music you haven't heard before. But even this good
thingis, in someimportant circumstances, adistraction. Theideaof apatheiacallson usto question
the ordinary place of the emotionsin our life.

Our culture teaches us to identify our emotional life with the deepest parts of the self. We are
taught to rely on feeling and emotion as guides, and the jargon of pop psychology reflectsthis: one
should “be in touch with” one's feelings, and not repress them. Thisisn’'t without its wisdom. To
deny anger, for example — to refuse to acknowledge its presence in us, or the way in which it can
determine our behavior — this can lead to the worst forms of self-righteousness and sel f-deception.
And to see nothing good in our feelings, to regard them as essentially unimportant or indifferent, is
not Christian. Insofar as they have to do with our humanity, they are good.

They are not, however, guides — not, anyway, as we usually experience them. They can be
understood properly only with a certain struggle, an effort at attentiveness which does not come
easily tous. | wasabout towrite, “ doesnot comenaturally to us’” — but onepoint hereisthat our true
nature is obscured, and must be won. This may be one reading of Jesus words, “ The kingdom of
heaven suffers violence, and the violent bear it away.”

Thereareinstructiveparallelsin other religioustraditions, in (for example) the philosophy of the
stoicsand in Buddhism. Rather than define apatheia abstractly, it is probably agood ideato look at
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specific situations, to seewhat can be negative and limiting out our ordinary approach tofeeling, and
what is positive about the movement toward apatheia.

If someone insults me at an obvious level (say, by calling me ugly or stupid) or at aless obvious
level (by telling me that something | have written is shallow, or by laughing at one of my firmly held
opinions), my first reaction isto take offense, to feel anger or at least irritation, and to respond in away
whichisadirect and emotional reaction, however well-disguised it might be in many instances, to the
feeling of having beeninsulted or humiliated. Perhapsone of the reasons apatheiabegan toimpressme
as an idea which is of genuine practical help was that a number of incidents in my life made it
uncomfortably clear to methat my need to beright had little or nothing to do with any lovefor thetruth.
That need had to do, instead, with the shoring up of ego; it could pose easily as a concern for truth.

Butif truthwerereally at stake, my responsewould never involve anger or irritation or triumph (a
feelingwhichis, | amfairly sure, avariety of anger). Forinstance, if | aminfact ugly, that isthe case.
No reason to beupset about it. If | am not, the person who hasclaimed that | am has done so to wound
me, in which case | should wonder first how | may have caused such offense as to provoke that
response, or | should feel compassion for someonewho has some other need to wound; in either case,
anger isn't the appropriate response.

Similarly, if something | havewrittenisshallow or stupid, itis; if not, itisn’t — but why beangry
when thisispointed out? What getshurt and makesanger ariseisthe challengeto animage of myself,
an image which is never ugly, shallow, or stupid. The need to hold on to that image is the most
common form of idolatry, and many of our feelingsaretied up intheeffort. Theimage doesnot need
tobeobviously foolish; it can also betheimage of the self asahumble, responsive and loving person,
or a prayerful person, or even a person who is open to correction.

Some Orthodox writers speak of “guarding the heart.” This means attentivenessto what goesin
and out of our heartsemotionally, and an alertnessto the wayswe are accustomed to respond. There
arespiritual directorswho ask those who cometo them to confess everything about the way they live
— not only those things which most obviously involve spirituality, but al so matters of daily habit and
routine, so that the ordinary movements of attentiveness or inattentiveness can be seen moreclearly.
Thishas something in common with the Buddhist practice of observing such common and non-moral
reactionsasrevulsion and fear. A Buddhist manual for monks describes revulsion asakind of anger
directed inappropriately toward an object that cannot harm you (for example, a decaying corpse).

Where the idea has gone wrong is not in being applied too strictly, but rather too selectively.
Thereisin some of the stoics and some Christian asceticstoo exclusive and negative aconcentration
on sexual temptation or drunkenness or gluttony — obvious passions, all having to do with the body
—andthisapparent denial of the goodness of the body hasled some peopleto arejection of thewhole
asceticideal. That'sunfortunate, becausefinally itisan affirmative, rather than anegative, approach
tolife. Thebody and our feelingsassumetheplacesthey are meant to have beforewedistort them.

Thereareanumber of prayersin Orthodox prayer bookswhich speak of our passionsasdeluding
influences which make us unhappy. If we react to this language by assuming that the passionsin
guestion arethe ones preachers have alwaystaken aim at — lust is probably thefirst choice there —
they can look merely quirky and old-fashioned. But the passions in question, when they are
identified, are often such emotions as sadness, or our obsession with bitter memories. One prayer to
Mary asksfor the dispelling of “the dream of despondency,” and another asksfor “ deliverance from
my many cruel memories and deeds.”

Thegoal of apatheiaisstillness. Perhapsthe best image of what it meansistheone offeredinthe
Gospel, theimage of Jesuswith hisdisciplesinthe storm-tossed boat. They panicked andwereafraid
—they were at the time very attached to their feelings, driven by them. They were affronted by the
fact that helay at rest, hishead onapillow. 1t may not betoo much to suggest that apatheiais, finally, a
kind of divine nonchalance.
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U.S. Army Chaplain Ministry to German War Criminals
at Nuremberg, 1945-1946
by William J. Hourihan, Ph.D.

Reprinted by permission of author. Photo courtesy of COL Henry
Gerecke, USA, RET.

“We had two of the finest chaplains a prison
commandant could have been given,” lwrote Colonel
Burton C. Andrus, the tough Commandant of the
Nuremberg Prison, which housed high-ranking
Germanwar criminalsduring their trial for war crimes
after World War 1. The two chaplains he praised so
highly wereHenry F. Gereckeand SixtusR. O’ Connor,
both part of one of the most singular ministries ever
undertaken by U.S. Army chaplains; a ministry to the
surviving leadership of the Third Reichwho weretried
for war crimes at Nuremberg.

For these two chaplains it was a unique, ground-
breaking experience.

While the historical record of the Chaplaincy shows
that Army chaplains ministered to enemy prisoners of
war (POWSs) in the past, this was not done in an
organized way and was generally carried out by
individual chaplains on an temporary, non-official
basis.

Chaplain Henry F. Gerecke

In the aftermath of World War |, for example, elements of the U.S. Army were engaged in
protecting partsof the Trans-Siberian railroad system. The 27th Infantry Regiment found itself at one
point guarding and protecting some 2,000 German and Austrian prisonersin the Lake Baikel region
deep in central Siberia.

Chaplain Joseph S. Loughran, who was attached to the 27th, found himself not only conducting
services for the prisoners, but also acting as the liaison officer between the captives and American
military authorities.?

All thischanged in World War 11 when large numbers of Axis prisoners of war were sent to campsin
North Africa, inliberated Europe, and inthe United States. Fort Slocum, New York, for example, the
home of the Chaplain School from 1951 to 1962, served asan Army-run installation for German and
Italian POWs during the war.3

After thewar, Army Chaplain Norman Adams headed an organi zation based in Paris, France, which
supplied religious coverage to approximately 130 German POW campswith responsibility for about
half amillion men.? Withthetotal defeat of Germany, Italy and Japan, the question of how to treat the
leadership of these nations, which had plunged the world into this terrible conflict, also had to be
addressed.

Theissueof how totreat the high-ranking leadership of adefeated state was onethat had ariseninthe
United States only once before, and that wasin thewake of the Civil War. At that time, there had been
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serious consideration given to bringing to trial certain individuals in the Confederate hierarchy.
While Jefferson Davis, the Confederate president, was imprisoned for a time at Fort Monroe,
Virginia, and Alexander Stephens, the vice president, incarcerated at Fort Warren in Boston harbor,
no Confederate leader was ever tried for treason or war crimes.

After World War | there was an effort to bring Kaiser Wilhelm Il to an international court of justice,
but he fled to the Netherlands (neutral during World War 1) and was granted asylum.

In fact, there had been only onetrial and executionin United States history prior to World War 11 for
what conceivably might be defined as a war crime in today’s parlance; i.e., Confederate Army
Captain Henry Wirz, the commandant of the Andersonville prison camp.®

The unimaginable horrors perpetrated during WW Il by Germany and Japan however, made their
political and military leadership particularly open to legal retribution. At the end on the Yalta
Conferenceon 12 February 1945, the Allied leadersdeclared: “ It isour inflexible purposeto destroy
German militarism and Nazism and to ... bring all war criminals to just and swift punishment.”®

After President Roosevelt’s death on 12 April 1945, the new president, Harry Truman:

accepted thewisdom of atrial, based on amodel proposed by the War Department, and he convinced
the British, the Russians, and the French, who were brought into the discussions. Following
agreementsin principle at the United Nations founding Conference in San Francisco, experts from
the four occupying Powers met in London in June to work out the details. On 8 August 1945, the
representativesreached agreement on acharter establishing an I nternational Military Tribunal [IMT]
‘for the just and prompt trial and punishment of major war criminals of the European Axis.’’

Thistribunal was made up of
one member and an alternate
chosen by each of the four
signatory powers. The first
session took place in Berlin on
18 October 1945. Beginning on
20 November 1945, the tribunal
sessions were held at the Palace
of Justice in Nuremberg. This
city was chosen as the venue
because of its close association
with the Nazi party. Originally
there were 24 members of the

Trial for war criminalsat Nuremberg, Germany. Nazi | eadership charged with the

perpetration of war crimes. One

defendant, Robert Ley, committed suicide on 23 October; a second defendant, Gustav Krupp von

Bohlen und Halbach, was judged incapable of being tried because of his mental and physical
condition. A third, Martin Bormann, would be tried and condemned to death in absentia.8

Security for the remaining 21 prisoners was provided by the Army’s 6850th Internal Security
Detachment, under the direction of the commandant of Nuremberg Prison, Colonel Andrus. Initially
Chaplain Carl R. Eggers, 1st Battalion, 26th Infantry, was assigned to work with the prisoners.
Chaplain Eggers, who spoke fluent German and was a L utheran (Missouri Synod), held thisposition
briefly. On 12 November 1945, asthetrial moved from Berlinto Nuremberg, heturned over hisduties
to Chaplain Henry F. Gerecke, another Lutheran (Missouri Synod). A second Army chaplain was
chosen to be his Roman Catholic counterpart, Chaplain Sixtus R. O’ Connor. These two chaplains,
along with the prison Army psychologist, Dr. G.M. Gilbert, were the only American officerson the
prison staff who could speak German.?
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Asaresult of the Reformation and the ensuing religious wars of the 16th and 17th centuries, German
society was sharply divided between Protestantism (mainly Lutheran), and Roman Catholicism. Nazi
leadership mirrored this split. Adolf Hitler and Josef Goebbels, for example, were born, baptized and
raised in the Roman Catholic faith.

Of the 21 ontria at Nuremberg, the 13 Protestants would be ministered to by Chaplain Gerecke. They
were: Herman Goering (Reichmarschall and Luftwaffe-Chief); Joachim von Ribbentrop (Foreign
Minister); Field Marshal Wilhelm Keitel (Chief of Staff of the High Command of the Wehrmacht);
Hans Frick (Governor-General of Poland); Walter Funk (Minister of Economics); Hjalmar Schacht
(Reichbank President and former Minister of Economics); Admiral Karl Doenitz (Grand Admiral of
the German Navy); Admiral Erich Raeder (Grand Admiral of the German Navy); Baldur von Schirach
(Hitler Youth Leader and Gaul eiter of Vienna); Fritz Sauckel (Chief of slavelabor recruitment); Albert
Speer (Reich minister of Armamentsand Munitions); Baron Konstantin von Neurath (former Foreign
Mi nisteiro and later Protector of Bohemia and Moravia); and Hans Fritzsche (Radio Propaganda
Chief).

Chaplain O’ Connor would serve the four professed Catholic prisoners: Ernst Kaltenbrunner (Chief of
SS Security HQ); Franz von Papen (Ambassador to Austria and Turkey); Hans Frank (Governor
General of Poland); and Artur Seyss-Inquart (Austrian Chancellor and later Reich Commissioner for
the Netherlands).

Four of the prisonersrefused to align themselveswith either chaplain. They were: Rudolf Hess; Alfred
Rosenberg (Chief Nazi philosopher and Reich minister for the Eastern Occupied Territories); Julius
Streicher (Gauleiter of Franconia); and General Alfred Jodl (Chief of Operations for the High
Command).11

Theministry of these two chaplainsis mainly seen through the eyes of Chaplain Gerecke. While both
he and Chaplain O’ Connor worked closely together, only Gerecke has|eft us a detailed written record
of theexperience. Thiswasnot without controversy. Initially, Chaplain Gerecke’ srequest to publish an
account of his ministry was denied by the Office of the Chief of Chaplains:

The objection was based on the ground that the manuscript reveal ed intimate confidences which were
deserving of the secrecy of the confessional. The War Department discourages anything that would
possibly suggest to men that chapl ainsdid not zeal ously guard intimate knowledge and confidence. 12

When Gerecke did publish his experiences he introduced his story by saying:

Remember, friends, thisreport isunofficial and has no connection with any report that may comefrom
the War Department. These are my personal observations and feelings about the men on trial at
Nuremberg.13

Maintaining his silence, Chaplain O’ Connor wrote nothing for publication.

Chaplain O’ Connor was a former parish priest from Loudonville, New York, who had entered the
Army in 1943. Chaplain Gerecke was a 53-year-old pastor from Missouri, who had aso entered the
Army in 1943. A hospital chaplain, he was serving in Munich with the 98th General Hospital Unit,
when he was ordered to report to the 6850th Internal Security Detachment at Nuremberg. He had not
seen hiswifein two-and-a-half years, and two of his sons had been severely wounded in the war, one
during the Battle of the Bulge.

Prior to coming to Munich, he had spent “15 melancholy months in English hospitals, sitting at the

bedsides of the wounded and dying.” Chaplain Gerecke had many doubts about this new assignment.
The Office of the Chief of Chaplainstold him that the decision to accept or reject it was up to him.14
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Colonel Andruswrotethat Gerecketold him: “How can ahumble preacher from aMissouri farm make
any impression on the disciples of Adolph Hitler?”1° Despite his doubts, Gerecke accepted the
assignment.

From November 1945 to October 1946, Chaplains Gerecke and O’ Connor ministered to their charges
onadaily basis. Gerecke' sfirst communicant was Fritz Saukel. Heregularly prayed with the chaplain,
often ending his prayers with: “God be merciful to me, asinner.” Fritzche, von Schirach, and Speer,
were regular takers of Communion. Field Marshal Keitel asked Gerecke, “to convey histhanksto the
Christian people of Americafor sending achaplain to them.” At one point Keitel told him: “ You have
helped ;rgse more than you know. May Christ, my Saviour, stand by me all theway. | shall need him so
much.”

On the Catholic side, Hans Frank told Dr. Gilbert, the Army psychologist, in December 1945:

| am glad that you and Pater Sixtus, at least, still cometo talk to me. You know, Pater Sixtusissuch a
wonderful man. If you could say ‘virgin’ about a man you would say it about him — so delicate, so
sympathetic, so maidenly — you know what | mean. Andreligionissuch acomfort— my only comfort
now. | look forward to Christmas now like alittle child.1’

The prisoners who refused to see either chaplain were adamant in their stance.

Hess, of course, was mentdly disturbed, and probably, like Krupp, should not have been on trid. Streicher’s
response to some rdigious ledflets |eft by the chaplain wasthat: “1 don't put any stock in that Suff ... All that
stuff about Christ — the Jew who was the Son of God — | don’t know. It sounds like propaganda” 18

Raosenberg, the party theoretician, treated Gerecke with acool disdain. Hetold him that he had no need
of hisservices, but hethought it was nicethat someone could be so simpleasto actual ly accept the story
of Christ as Gerecke had done.1®

Hermann Goering, the highest-ranking Nazi ontrial, wasfor Gerecke the most interesting and the most
troubling. When Gerecke held servicesin thelittle prison chapel, Goering wasalwaysthefirst to arrive,
sat in the front, and sang the loudest. His rationale for thiswas somewhat disconcerting, since he told
Gerecke that with his position as the highest-ranking member of the prisoners, it was his duty to set an
example. “If | attend,” he maintained, “the others will follow suit.”20

The depth of his faith was questionable. Once, ending a session with the prison psychologist, Dr.
Gilbert, he said that he must get to chapel. When Gilbert said that prayer was beneficial, Goering
replied: “Prayers, hell! It’sjust achanceto get out of thisdamn cell for ahalf hour.” 21 Hetold Chaplain
Gerecke at one point that he was not an atheist, but rejected Lutheranism. He believed in a higher
power, but not in Christianity.22

By the spring of 1946, both chaplains had established strong bonds with the prisoners. When arumor
spread that Gerecke wanted to leave, all 21 defendants signed a letter to Mrs. Gerecke in St. Louis
telling her how much they had benefited from his ministry and how much they needed him.23

After 216 court sessions, on 1 October 1946, the verdict was handed down. Twelve of the defendants
(including the absent Bormann) were sentenced to death by hanging. Seven were given prison
sentences — Hess, Funk, and Raeder for life. Three — Schacht, von Papen, and Fritzche — were
acquitted. The time for the executions was set for midnight, 15 October 1946.24

Asthefinal hour approached, Colonel Andrusreported that “ Father O’ Connor and Chaplain Gerecke

were untiringly moving from condemned cell to condemned cell. Prayers were now taking on a new
meaning, a new urgency.”
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At 2030 hours Gerecke saw Goering. He requested communion but refused to make a confession of
Christian faith. Chaplain Gerecke in turn refused to give Communion, basing his decision on
denominational grounds. Two hours later Gerecke was hurriedly summoned and found that Goering
had committed suicide and cheated the hangman by taking a cyanide capsule.26

The chaplain was later criticized for thisrefusal of the sacrament, and Gerecke himself had struggled
with hisdecision. “If | blundered in my approach to reach thisman’sheart and soul with the meaning of
the Crossof Jesus,” hewrotelater, “then |’ mvery sorry and | hopeaChristianworldwill forgiveme.” 27

Asthe ten remaining condemned prisoners walked the “last mil€” that night the chaplains went with
them. “I put my trustin Christ,” von Ribbentrop confided to Gerecke.28 Asthe hood waspulled over his
head heturnedto himand said: “ 1’|l seeyou again.”2? Field Marshal | Keitel said: “| thank you and those
who sent you, with al my heart.” 30

The place of execution was located in the gymnasium of the prison. Brightly lit, the room contained
three wooden scaff ol ds pai nted black. Thirteen stepsled up to the platformson which the gallowswere
erected. Thelower part of the gallowswas draped with acurtain. Handstied behind their backs, ablack
hood pulled over their heads, one by one each manwent to hisdeath. Master Sergeant John C. Woods of
San Antonio, Texas, and his two assistants conducted the executions. By 2:45 am. it was over.31

Kingsbury Smith of the International News Service, who attended the executions as arepresentative of the
American press, remembered that “most of them tried to show courage. None of them broke down”32

At four o’ clock in the morning two Army trucks arrived at the prison. Eleven coffins were loaded and
the trucks, protected by vehicles equipped with machine guns, drove off in the direction of Furth,
followed by a procession of newspapermen in automobiles. At Erlangen the press contingent was
prevented from proceeding any further and the two trucks containing the bodies drove off into the early
morning mist. Taken to Munich on a roundabout route, the remains were reduced to ashes in the
crematorium of the East Cemetery. These ashes were then scattered in the river Isar.33

Chaplains Gerecke and O’ Connor were soon reassigned, returning to their normal dutiesasU.S. Army
chaplains. Yet, for ayear they had played an intimate part in one of the most historically significant
episodes of the 20th century special ministry.

Chaplain Henry Gerecke conducts services at Fort Jackson, SC.
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The POW: Ethical Dilemmas and Decisions
The Unique Skills of Seaman Doug Hegdahl, USN

Courtesy of SURFACE WARFARE magazine. Jan/Feb 2000, \Vol. 25. No.1

The Code of Conduct was designed to govern the behavior of service personnel captured during
war. The code arose out of the Korean War experience, where a breakdown of morale occurred,
primarily among the enlisted POW community, and widespread collaboration followed. The 1955
codeaspromulgated by President Eisenhower called for POWsto make every effort to escape, accept
no special favors from the enemy, and when questioned, give only one’s name, rank, serial number,
and date of birth: “the big four and nothing more.

During the Vietnam War, thisversion of the code quickly became untenable. North Viethamese camp
authorities routinely ignored the Geneva Convention and subjected POWSsto severe torture, extortion, and
brutality. Asaconsequence, senior officersat the Hanoi Hilton devel oped amodified version of the code,
known as Plum, which standsfor littlejewel sof knowledge. Plumscameout aspolicy statements, and were
meant to augment, expand, or substitutefor the Code of Conduct. “AsPOW’sweretreated not asPOW’ sbut
as common criminas, we sailed uncharted waters,” explained James Stockdale, one of the leaders who
helped develop the Plums. “The Code did not provide for our day to day existence; we wrote the lavswe
hadto liveby... We st aline of resistance we thought was within the capability of each POW to hold, and
we ruled that no man would cross that line without significant torture. “Plums required a pilot to take
physical abuse and torture before acceding to specific demands, but did not expect amanto dieor serioudy
jeopardize his hedlth and safety. They aso called for “working with the camp authoritiesfor theimproved
welfare of al and ignoring petty annoyances”

However, therewoul d be no appearancesfor pro-
paganda, and any “flexibility or freelancing would
be subordinated to the need for unity and
discipline” The ethical dilemmas confronted by
even the lowest ranking POW in Hanoi are well
illustrated by the example by the case of Doug
Hegdahl.

Seaman Hegdahl, a modest 19-year old farm
boy from South Dakota, had never been east of his
uncle'sDairy Queen stand in Glenwood, Minnesota,
or west of his aunt’s house in Phoenix, Arizona,
before enlisting in the Navy in October 1966. On
the night before his capture, he was serving as an
ammunition handler on the guided missile cruiser
Canberra in the Gulf of Tonkin.

Seaman Doug Hegdahl, USN

Excited by the prospect of seeing anight bombardment for the first time, he went up to the deck
(inviolation of orders) and wasknocked overboard by the shock of one of the ship’sfive-inchguns. A
skilled swimmer, Hegdahl floated for several hours before being picked up by a North Viethamese
fishing boat, and |ater turned over to the Vietnamese militia. Thefishermen treated Hegdahl well, but
the militia nearly clubbed him senseless with their rifles before moving him to the Hanoi Hilton.

Once at the Hilton, Hegdahl understood implicitly that it was to his great advantage to convince the
Vietnamesethat “ helowly fool,” someone not worthworrying about. The Vietnameseinterrogatorsthought
hewas an agent or acommando, so ridiculouswasHegdahl’ stale, but after being grilled and d apped around
for several days, Hegdahl findly corvinced his captors that he was nothing but an ignorant farm boy.
Because of his youth, his “hillbilly” accent, and his bumpkin demeanor, the guards viewed Hegdahl as
unthreatening and gave him an almost completerun of the Plantation, asatellite POW camp near the Hilton.
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They also decided to “punish” the camp’s SRO, CMDR Richard Stratton, by making Hegdahl, a lowly
seaman, his roommate — a serious mistake that both men soon capitalized on.

Rather than resent each other because of differencesin rank, education, and social background,
thetwo men bonded immediately: Hegdahl respected Stratton for hisaccomplishmentsasan aviator
and his Georgetown and Stanford education; and Stratton, in turn, admired Hegdahl for convincing
the Vietnamese that he was a simpleton and for his superb memory. The two men soon developed a
surprisingly effective intelligence network, with Hegdahl as the courier and Stratton as the case
officer. Hegdahl played the ignoramus role to the hilt, and soon became the main link for the POW
communications network at the Plantation. Among Hegdahl’s “surprising skills, an uncanny
memory enabled him to retain not only the names and shoot-down dates of captives, but also the
names of their family members and hometowns and innumerable other bits of information.”

Beginning in August of 1967, conditions within the Plantation improved. Prisoners began
receiving more and better food and were allowed to spend more time outdoors. Stratton and others
assumed that theimproved treatment meant that the Viethamese were contempl ating an early rel ease
for some of the POWs. Knowing that Hegdahl represented the perfect courier to deliver
comprehensive intelligence about the POWs and their conditions to Washington. Stratton, who by
thistimewasbeing heldinaseparatecell, ordered Hegdahl to accept early rel easeif offeredtohim.

Initially, Hegdahl struggled over the order. Unsureif obeying it would mean breaking Article 3
of the Code of Conduct, he became amore“incorrigible” POW to delay hisrelease. During thefall,
he intentionally provoked the Viethamese by refusing to write an amnesty request to Ho Chi Minh
and giving Tom Hayden, aprominent peace activist who visited the Plantation during this period, the
“finger.” Hayden retaliated by refusing to carry back a taped message to Doug’s parents, and the
Viethamese did likewise by throwing him into solitary. As he sat in solitary, Hegdahl regretted
evading Stratton, aman herespected asmuch ashisfather, but on the other hand, viewed the order asa
direct violation of the Code of Conduct, and a breach of faith with his fellow POWSs.

Ultimately, anew order from LTCOL Hervey Stockman, USAF, temporarily solved hisdilemma A “drict
congructionis;,” Stockmean flatly turned down Stratton’s request to send Hegdahl home. “Nobody goeshome” he
tapped, “Not that kid — not anybody” A perdgent man, Stratton gradudly convinced Stockman to change his
stance, arguing that Hegdahl's phenomend memory wasthe best opportunity the POWshad for gettingacomplete
ligt of captives to Washington. The news of the change came to Doug via Al Safford, his cdimate a thetime.

“Al, | can't do that.”
“Why not?’
“1 can’t bug out on the guys.”
“It's the not the same with you Doug. You can understand that.”
“1 can’'t go home while the rest of you guys stay here. If one of us goes, we all go.”
“It'san order, Doug.”
“l don’t care. I’m not going.”
“All right, Seaman Hegdahl. | am alieutenant commander and your superior
officer, and | order you to go.”
“Aye, aye, sir”

Seaman Hegdahl did more for the POW cause than provide Washington with intelligence on the
North Viethamese camps; he al so brought much needed news about loved onesto POW familiesand
publicized the North’s brutal mistreatment of American captives.

After accepting a position at the Navy’'s SERE school near San Diego as a civilian instructor, he met
with Sybil Stockdal e on numerous occasionsto provide her with detailed briefingsabout her husband. Asa
civilian, hetraveled around the country speaking out against Hanoi; a one point even journeying to Paristo
petition the North Vietnamese for avisato return to Hanoi as part of a Red Crossinspection team. Getting
the news out about Hanoi became a crusade for Doug, and in the end, he emerged as the most powerful
weapon in Nixon's campaign to improve POW conditions through full disclosure of war crimes being
committed by North Vietham in Hanoi.
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EXPERIENCESASA POW IN VIETNAM

Rear Admiral James B. Stockdale, U.S. Navyl

From Naval War College Review, January-February 1974 Issue...

LAST FEBRUARY, WHEN | FIRST TOUCHED foot on American soil, | was asked to make a
few remarkson behalf of the ex-POWswho were embarked inthe airplanewith me. Anancient verse
cameto mind that best summarized my relief at dropping themantle of |eadership and responsibility |
had held during seven and a half years of imprisonment, four of them in solitary. These lines are
attributed to Sophocles; | remember them well because of their modernring: “Nothing isso sweet as
to return from sea and listen to the raindrops on the rooftops of home.”

Well, | wasdreaming. | had forgotten that an old sea captain’sjob does not end when he anchors
in home port.

My wife Sybil and | have a private joke. Before | returned she was advised by a Navy
psychiatrist, “The fellow will probably make a quick readjustment to modern society if you will
remember onerulefor thefirst few months. Don’t put himin decision-making situations.” Well, the
reality of my post-confinement simply did not allow such an environment. In the past year | have
probably made more important decisions than in any like period in my life.

Today | find myself truly back home. | am back with old friends, back in my native Middle West,
and | have decided that thisismy last public speech asan ex-POW. | have no ambition to become a
professional ex-prisoner. Assoon as | finish today, | am going down to my farm in Knox County
[Ilinois] for acouple of days, then to Col orado to spend the weekend with my second son, whoisin
collegethere, then back to San Diego. Next week | hopeto check out of the hospital, and then, | hope,
I will be ready for a good seagoing job.

Incidentally, before wewere rel eased by the North Vietnamese, | had occasion to be approached
by other prisonerswho werethinking about their careers. Wewere all more or |ess pessimistic about
our future utility to our services. Not with any malice — it wasjust that we had been used to living
that stoic life and faced up to the fact that there was a good chance that our service careers had been
overcome by time. We came home to find that the service was devoted to giving us every chanceto
regain that time. | am informed, as our Navy ex-POWS' duty assignments are made — and their
ordersare good —that each man hasbeen given the personal attention hisdevotionto duty deserves.

Asathemefor thisaudience, | will address the subject of how a group of middle Americans —
average American guyswho have chosen military life asaprofession —survived in aPOW situation
and returned home with honor.

The conditionsunder which American POWsexisted have changed radically since World War I1.
Itisnolonger amatter of simply being shot up, coming downinyour parachute, going to areasonably
pleasant Hogan's Heroes prison camp, and sweating out the end of thewar. At least it was not that
way inVietnam. InVietnamthe American POW did not suddenly find himself onthewar’ ssidelines.
Rather, he found himself on one of the major battlefronts— the propagandabattlefront. Our enemy
in Vietnam hoped to win hiswar with propaganda. It washismainweapon. Our captorstold usthey
never expected to defeat us on the battlefield, but did believe they could defeat us on the propaganda
front.

Unlike the World War || POW, who was considered aliability, a drain on enemy resources and
manpower, the American POW in Vietnam was considered a prime political asset. The enemy
believed that sooner or later every one of uscould be broken to hiswill and used asammunition onthe
propagandafront. Some of us might take more breaking than others, but all of us could be broken.
Thus, for Americanswho became POWSsin Vietnam, capture meant not that we had been neutralized,
but that a different kind of war had begun — awar of extortion.
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For the sane man there is always an element of fear involved when he is captured in war. In
Vietnam the enemy capitalized on thisfear to an extremedegree. Weweretold wemust live by setsof
rules and regul ations no normal American could possibly liveby. When we violated these rulesand
regulations, we gave our captorswhat they considered sufficient moral justification for punishing us
— binding usinropes, locking usin stocksfor days and weeks on end, locking usin torture cuffsfor
weeksat atime, and beating usto bloody pulps. Aswereached our various breaking points, wewere
“allowed” to apologize for our transgressions and to atone for them by “confessing our crimes’ and
condemning our government.

At this point you may be asking the question, Had the POWSs received any training to prepare
themselvesfor possible capture? The answer isyes, and it was based on two thingsthat | have come
to respect very, very much.

Onewasonthetaking of physical abuse. | think if youwereto prepareyourself to beaprisoner of
war — and | cannot imagine anybody going about that methodically — one should include a course
of familiarization with pain. For what it is worth, | learned the merits of men having taken the
physical abuse of body contact in sports. It is a very important experience; you have to practice
hurting. Thereisno question about it.

Second, survival school was based on taking mental harassment. | came out of prison being very
happy about the meritsof plebeyear at theNaval Academy. | hopewedo not ever dilutethosethings.
You haveto practice being hazed. You haveto learn to take abunch of junk and accept it with asense
of humor.

On the subject of education, beyond the scope of survival school, there is always the question,
“Do we need to start giving a sort of counter-propaganda course? Should we go into the political
indoctrination business?’ | am not very enthusiastic about that. | think the best preparation for an
American officer who may be subjected to political imprisonment is abroad, liberal education that
givesthe man at least enough historical perspective to realize that those who excelled in life before
him were, in the last essence, committed to play arole. He learns that though it is interesting to
speculate about the heavens and the earth and the areas under the earth and so forth, when it comes
right downtoit, menaremoreor lessobliged to play certainroles, and they do not necessarily haveto
commit themselves on issues that do not affect that role.

Now, how doesthe average American — which iswhat the POW is— deal with hisworld? Ona
day-to-day basis, the POW must somehow communicate with his fellows. Together they must
establish aviable set of rulesand regulationsto liveby. Wewere military men. Weknew wewereina
combat situation and that the essential element of survival and success in a combat situation is
military discipline. That meant, isolated though wewerefrom each other, we could not afford to live
inademocracy. We had no choicebut to livein astrictly disciplined military organization —if you
will, amilitary dictatorship.

Our captors knew this aswell aswe did. Several members of Hanoi’s Central Committee had
spent long periods in confinement as political prisoners. They felt that we too were political
prisoners. They held astheir highest priority the prevention of a prisoner organization, because they
knew an organized body of prisoners could beat their system. If they were to get what they wanted
from us, they had to isolate every American who showed a spark of leadership. They did so. They
plunged many of usinto adark, solitary confinement that lasted, in some cases, four full years.

“For what it isworth, | learned the merits of men having taken the physical abuse of body contact
insports. Itisavery important experience; you haveto practice hurting. Thereisno question about
it”

For usthe Code of Conduct became the ground wewalked on. | am not awarethat any POW was
able, intheface of severe punishment and torture, to adhere strictly to name, rank, and serial number,

astheheroesalwaysdidin the old-fashioned war movies, but | saw alot of Americansdo better. | saw
men scoff at the threats and return to torture 10 and 15 times. | saw men perform in ways no one
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would have ever thought to put in amovie; and because they did perform that way, we were able to
establish communication, organization, achain of command, and an effective combat unit. Welost
some battles, but | believe we won the war.

Infact, | amnot so surewelost many battles. Unlessyou have beenthere, itisdifficulttoimagine
the grievous insult to the spirit that comes from breaking under torture and saying something the
torturer wants you to say. For example, “My government is conducting acriminal war. | am awar
criminal. | bomb churches, schools, and pagodas.” Doesthat sound silly toyou? It doestome. But |
and many othersweretortured in ropesfor that statement. Thereason it wasimportant to taketorture
for that statement wasto establish the credibility of our defiance— for personal credibility — so that
the enemy would know that they must pay a high price to get us into public if they ever could.
Needlessto say, inaPOW situation, viable leadership isnot possiblewithout example. Inaunit with
good communication, almost everyone knows what everyone else is doing or not doing most of the
time.

In short, what | am saying isthat we communicated. Most of thetime most of usknew what was
happening to those Americans around us. POWSs risked military interrogation, pain, and public
humiliation to stay in touch with each other, to maintain group integrity, to retain combat
effectiveness. Webuilt asuccessful military organization andin doing so created acounterculture. It
was a society of intense loyalty — loyalty of men oneto another, of rigid military authoritarianism
that would have warmed the cockles of the heart of Frederick the Great; of status — with such
unlikely itemsasyearsin solitary, number of timestortured, and monthsinirons, asstatussymbols.

Most men need some kind of personal philosophy to endure what the Vietnam POW's endured.
For many itisreligion; for many itisapatriotic cause; for someit issimply aquestion of doing their
jobseven though the result — confinement as a POW — may not seem necessarily fair. For myself it
seemed that becoming a POW somewhere, someday, was arisk | accepted when | entered the Naval
Academy. | think it isfair to say that most POWs— including, certainly, those who did not attend
service academies—felt the sameway. They accepted thisasarisk they undertook when they took
their oath asofficers. Tobesure, very few sat around bemoaning their fate, asking the heavens, “Why
me?’

AsPOWswho were treated not as POW's but as common criminal s, we sailed uncharted waters.
The Codeof Conduct wasthe star that guided us, although several of usare making recommendations
for itsmodification, particularly inthe area of aprisoner’slegal status. The Codedid not providefor
our day-to-day existence; wewrotethelawswehad tolive by. We established meansfor determining
seniority. We wrote criteriaand provided mechanisms for relieving men of command for good and
sufficient cause— and we used those mechanisms. We set aline of resistance we thought waswithin
the capability of each POW to hold, and weruled that no man would crossthat linewithout significant
torture. Thus, in effect, we ordered men into torture.

Fromwhat | have said heretoday, | think you can realize that aswe prison |eaders devel oped this
organization, thisunity, thismutual trust and confidence, thisloyalty that permitted usto ask aguy to
give his all sometimes, we acquired a couple of things. We acquired a lot of close friends, but in
addition we acquired a constituency.

Now life hasto make senseto that constituency. And that constituency comes home and saysto
itself: You spoke with force of law, and at great personal pain and inconvenience | obeyed that law,
and now | come home and no one seemsinterested in whether everybody obeyed it or not. What kind
of adeal isthat? We prison leaders have alifetime obligation to back up our stalwarts.

A couple of final comments. Self-discipline was vital to self-respect, which in turnisvital to
survival and meaningful participation in a POW organization. Self-indulgenceisfatal. Daily ritual
seems essential to mental and spiritual health. 1 would do 400 pushups a day, even when | had leg
irons on, and would feel guilty when | failed to do them. This ritual paid valuable dividends in
self-respect, and, incidentally, | learned yesterday at Mayo Clinicthat it also paid physical dividends.

Al-16



| thank God for the other Americans | wasimprisoned with. Therespect one developsfor others
in a POW situation is really indescribable. | think it might be best illustrated with a story of
something that happened oncewhen | wasin solitary and under extremely closesurveillance. | wasin
dire need of amorale boost when two other POWs, Dave Hatcher and Jerry Coffee, sent meanote at
great risk tothemselves. | openedit and found writtenthe complete poem, “Invictus,” which begins,

Out of the night that covers me,
Black asthe Pit from pole to pole,
| thank whatever gods may be

For my unconguerable soul.
WiIliam Ernest Henley, 1849-1903

In our effort to survive and return with honor, we drew on the totality of our American heritage.
We hope we added something to that heritage. God forbid that it should ever happen to other
Americans—to your sonsand grandsons, and mine— but if it does, we pray that our experiencewill
be known to them and give them the heart and hope they will need.

Nice Admiral Stockdale graduated from the U.S. Naval Academy in 1946, serving first in
destroyersand later asanaval aviator. 1n 1965, as Commander Air Wing 16 embarkedinthecarrier
USS Oriskany (CVA-34), he was shot down over North Vietham, becoming the senior U.S. naval
prisoner of war until hisrelease in 1973. After his return he became Commander Antisubmarine
WarfareWing Pacificinthegradeof rear admiral, then President of the Naval War Collegein 1977 as
avice admiral.

Retiring from naval service in 1979, Admiral Sockdale became the president of The Citadd in
Charleston, South Carolina; in 1981 hejoined the Hoover Institution asa senior research fellow. Heis
a member of the advisory board of the Naval War College Review. His books include A Vietnam
Experience (1985) and Thoughtsof a Philosophical Fighter Pilot (1995); heand hiswife Sybil wroteln
Love and War (2nd ed. 1990). He holds a master’s degree from Stanford, honorary doctorates from
Brown University and the University of Rhode Island, nine other honorary degrees, and the
Congressional Medal of Honor.
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An Ethic Without Heroes

Reprinted by permission from Proceedings Magazine / June 1993

Proceedings Magazine's —
L eadership Forum Winner:
Vincent Astor Memorial Leadership Essay Contest (June 1993)

By Lieutenant Lawrence Bauer, U.S. Navy

Almost 70 years ago, Rear Admiral Albert Gleaves raised a toast to the Navy’s traditions.
“Certainly, it isour duty to keep thesetraditions alive,” he said, “and to pass them on untarnished to
those who come after us.” If Admiral Gleaves were aive today, it is likely he would be concerned
with polishing sometarnished traditions. During the past twoyears, revel ationsof sexual harassment
and other misconduct have brought discredit to the Navy and thereputation of itsofficers. Asaresult,
professional ethics are— now more than ever — an important factor in the education of an officer.
Long after Tailhook becomes afootnotein the history books, our responsetoit will have a profound
effect on the practice of |eadership.

For anaval officer, ethicsisnot academic; itisadiscipline applied to every day decision making.
It is a source of inspiration, encouraging us to remain faithful to it when the temptation to
compromise is great. We rely on our leaders to make wise choices in difficult moments. For an
officer, then, devotion to the professional ethic must be equal to hisor her devotion to subordinates,
because to fail oneisto fail them both.

Likethe professional ethic of many old institutions, ours has devel oped over theyearsandisrich
intradition. Last year (1992), however, theNavy adopted an official set of corevaluesandintroduced
itintothefleet. Forthefirst timeinitshistory, the Navy codified the qualitiesit finds most desirable
in its personnel and in its leaders. courage, honor, and commitment. Indeed, these are timeless
virtues, but what ismissing, and what thisphilosophy will needif it isto accomplishany lasting good,
istradition — heroes and a history of its own.

“Fortune,” said Winston Churchill, “isrightly malignant to those who break with the customs of
thepast.” What beganin LasVegastwo yearsago (at time of writing) hasbeen called awatershed by
military and civilian leaders. But watershed is a dangerousword. It places most of our history and
tradition on the wrong side of the time line dominated by a single tragic event, and it reinforces the
viewpoints of skepticsthat ethicsisapolitical expediency inthe wake of ascandal. It deprives us of
what the past hasto offer.

For more than two centuries, officers have been expected to treat otherswith dignity and respect
because they defend and represent a society based on an assumption of individual worth. The crises
that plaguethe Navy are not theresult of aflawed standard of conduct, but rather they arethework of
afew officerswho failed to keep faith with a 200-year old ethic — either by their own actions or by
tacit approval of theactionsof others. Only an ethic steepedin history providesthemeansto put these
failures in perspective.

The characters and lives of our great leaders dwarf the indiscretions of lesser men. It was, for
example, George Washington's reputation for fairness that established him as the preeminent
military officer in America even before the Revolution. Historians agree that he gained not merely
the obedience, but the respect of the troops he led:

He had it because of his actions, not because he was an officer, nor even because hiswas a
deferential society in which men looked up to their social and economic betters.... Today,
officersareentitled to respect becausethey are officers. Even so, therearevarying degrees of
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regard, determined by the manner in which superior || gy omitting tradition from its official
officers conduct themselves. In contrast, the View in | ¢ye vajues, the Navy has robbed its
Washington's time was somewhat the reverse: themanby || ;o1 of what the past has to offer.
his character and performance gave dignity to the office; | \aa history isfull of leaders— from
the office was less likely to give luster to the man.... John Paul Jones, to Admiral Marc
Washington implicitly acknowledged the conditions for
respect when he cautioned his juniors to” remember that it
isthe actions and not the commission that make the officer
— and that there is more expected of him than the title.

Mitscher, to Vice Admiral James
Stockdale — who have set the
example and the standard, by their
actions as well as their words.

This still is true, but not simply because the Navy has
adopted a set of abstract wordsto define an officer’s character. Rather, it istrue because our history
spotlightsleaders—from George Washington and John Paul Jonesto Vice Admiral James Stockdale
— who have set the example and the standard for us, by their actions as well astheir words. They
provide us with a sense of history, which will help us “avoid the self-indulgent error of seeing
[ourselves] in apredicament so unprecedented, so unique, astojustify... making an exceptionto law,
custom, or morality in favor of [ourselves].”2

“To sustain a culture,” says Ernest Boyer, president of the Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching, “you need points of common memory, tradition, and experience. If we
don’t havethose, it'simpossibletointellectual ly and socially engagewith oneanother.” 3 Theservice
isaculture unto itself — areflection of the society from which it drawsits people, but with its own
unique ethic. To sustain that culture, we must draw on our unique memories, traditions, and
experiences — our history.

It is paradoxical that our solution to what the core values instructor guide calls the fragmented
experience of American youth? is as devoid of heroes and spirit asthat experienceitself. Educators
partly blame the lack of role modelsfor declining student performance and a dearth of values— yet
our adopted ethic makes no reference to men and women who have been such models.

Our earliest leaders— General Washington, Thomas Jefferson, and James M adi son among them
— believed the qualities most desirable in citizens of the republic would flourish only if there were
examplesto emulate. They purposely and methodically created such examples.® Inanation without
along-established military or political aristocracy, example became the means by which new |eaders
were devel oped.

By weaving history into our ethic we put lifeinto it. “Seldom do [soldiers] fight for causes or
abstract values,” writes Colonel Anthony E. Hartle, “though they will fight for astrong leader whom
they know well.” ® We must ensure that the values we fight for are not abstract.

Some might arguethat history isnot integral to maintaining an ethic; if it were, it should have
prevented the indiscretions of the past two years. But any ethic becomes weakened if it is
reduced to platitudes. At the Naval Academy, for example, John Paul Jones' caution that an
officer must be morethan a“ capable mariner” isstill grist for memorization by midshipmen.
But no parallels are drawn between hiswords and the devel opment of an officer’s character.
Thewordsare history, and for many, history has grownirrelevant. Whilethe qualities Jones
found necessary in an officer — tact, patience, justice, firmness, and charity — are
coincidentally the same qualities lacking among the offendersin all of our recent scandals,
we seem to havefocused little attention on them. Instead, we haverewritten them and, inthe
process, stripped away their eloquence and the historical significance of their author. The
guestionwefaceiswhether aninstitution that has made history by overcoming adversity will
now overcome adversity by ignoring its history. And if so, at what price? Admittedly, a
doctrinaire emphasis on ethics is better than no emphasis at all. At the very least,
unacceptable behavior may be eliminated. But in a profession where leaders accept
responsibility for thewelfare of others, merely acceptable conduct is not enough. We might
€liminate demeaning behavior toward women, for exampl e, or educate officersabout racism.
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It would be far better, however, to produce leaders who are able to recognize injustice
without having to be sensitized to each of its guises, who are able to respect the dignity of
others without conscious effort.

Todothis, wemust first eliminatethe notion of statutory ethics, translatedinto apolicy of “get on
board with our valuesor get out.” Lawsmay beareflection of the valuesthey uphold, but they are not
a substitute for the values themselves. The Navy has a set of regulations in place, to enforce its
standards. Those who cannot meet the standards are now, as they have always been, subject to
punishment under the Uniform Code of Military Justice. Unfortunately, thereisapunitivetonetothe
presentation of our new core values. By preaching a philosophy of life asif we were administering
the law, we obscure the purpose and meaning of both. As Colonel Hartle points out:

Some might suggest that these rules are part of the professional military ethic[PME]. The
UCMJ, however, applies to all members of the military, not just the most obviously
professional component. It is more comparable to the laws of the state in relation to other
professionals, which apply to professionals and laymen alike. Nonetheless, the UCMJ
defines honorable conduct i n anegative sense by establishing what members of the military
will not do. The PME, on the other hand, emphasizesideal sand positive aspects of conduct.
Without question, the morality that shapes the PME also underlies the UCMJ, but the two
guides for conduct are quite different.’

Once established as ideals, standards are free to become obligations, imposed not by external
forces, but by personal pride. Without heroes, however, ideals are easily reduced to ideology. The
second step toward reaffirming atruly effective ethic for ourselvesisto ensurethat it isseen as part of
our history, not adeviation fromit. By declaring unconscionabl e behavior no longer acceptable, we
imply that at some time it was — and do a disservice to the countless officers before us who might
otherwise serve as examples.

Character devel opment must go hand in hand with an understanding of our history — not simply
battles and dates but the trials and personal philosophies of past Navy leaders. Establishing that
historical camaraderie increases the sense of obligation to the ethic, since compromise how means
becoming alesser member among greats. It providesexamples, and asAdmiral Stockdalewrote, the
knowledge that there is no situation so unique as to war rant compromise.

Finally, ahistorical perspective providesahealthy dose of humility. Itishumbling to remember
many of those past members of the profession whose lives defined the word character. Certainly,
humility is, to some small degree at least, a prerequisite for selflessness, and selflessnessiis at the
heart of our profession.

Thefuture of professional ethicsinthe Navy isnot especially bleak, nor isit particularly bright.
We have taken thefirst stepstoward reaffirming integrity and respect for human dignity as essential
qualitiesin our leaders. The danger isthat now, satisfied with aclear policy, wewill stop, and fail to
put spiritinto thewords. Wordswithout the power to inspire cannot provide effective guidancefor an
ethical way of life. Woodrow Wilson believed that no one can lead who does not act, whether it be
consciously or unconsciously, under the impulse of aprofound sympathy with those whom he leads
— asympathy which isinsight — an insight which is of the heart rather than of the intellect.”8

Words and policies appeal to the intellect, but appealing to hearts — and developing them —
requires devel oping a sense of pride and purpose that only other hearts can accomplish.
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